DAUPHIN  CUT! 


Com.  ys.  York  County ,  -  - 

Com.  vs.  Chester  County , 
Com.  ys.  Chester  County ,  - 

Com.  ys.  Mercer  County , 

Com.  ys.  Bucks  County ,  -  - 

Cbm.  ys.  Cambria  County ,  - 
Cbm.  ys.  Schuylkill  County , 
Cbm.  ys.  Monroe  County , 
Clear  field  County  ys.  Com., 
Huntingdon  County  ys.  Com., 
Luzerne  County  ys.  Com.,  - 


Wo.  229,  JpnZ  T.,  1578. 


No.  624 , 

do. 

1877. 

No.  328, 

do. 

1878. 

No.  328, 

do. 

do. 

No.  373, 

do. 

do. 

No.  3 74, 

do. 

do. 

No.  375, 

do. 

do. 

No.  377, 

do. 

do. 

No.  378, 

do. 

do. 

No.  384, 

do. 

do. 

No.  809, 

do. 

1877. 

Depositions  of  witnesses  in  the  above  cases,  taken  upon 
ten  daYS  rules  therein,  to  examine  witnesses  before  Edward 
D.  McLonglilin,  Esquire,  Notary  Public,  at  No.  231  South 
Sixth  street,  in  the  city  of  Philadelphia,  at  eleven  o’clock, 
A.  m.  ,  on  Monday,  October  7,  1878,  and  at  subsequent  ad¬ 
journed  meetings,  and  before  William  Pearson,  Esquire, 
Commissioner,  at  Harrisburg,  October  18,  1878. 

R.  W.  Mackey  being  duly  sworn  according  to  law,  de¬ 
poses  and  says  : 

I  was  formerlv  State  Treasurer,  and  was  a  member  of  the 

*/  / 

Board  of  Revenue  Commissioners  in  making  the  triennial 
assessment,  in  the  year  1875,  for  the  years  1875,  1876,  and 
1877.  We  (the  Board)  increased  a  number  of  counties. 
We  made  the  increase  in  the  returns,  because  we  consid- 
ered  from  the  comparison  between  the  different  counties, 
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and  in  some  cases  by  tlie  examination  of  the  commissioners, 
that  the  amount  of  increase  was  justly  due  to  the  State, 
for  personal  property  liable  to  State  tax  held  in  the  several 
counties,  which  had  not  been  returned  by  the  County  Com¬ 
missioners  to  the  Board  of  Revenue  Commissioners.  The 
increase  was  made  in  each  case  by  adding  to  the  aggregate 
return  made  by  the  commissioners,  such  amount  as  we 
decided,  from  our  best  judgment,  to  be  the  amount  of  taxa¬ 
ble  personal  property  in  the  respective  counties,  in  excess 
of  the  amount  returned  to  the  Board  by  their  commission¬ 
ers.  We  had  no  evidence  before  the  Board  in  the  case  of 
any  county,  going  to  show  who  were  the  owners  of  the 
particular  subjects  of  taxation  so  added.  We  charged  the 
tax  upon  the  entire  amount  to  the  several  counties.  The 
following  is  a  list  of  counties  as  to  which  this  rule  was 
taken,  and  the  increase  made,  as  I  am  informed,  in  each 
case : 


COUNTY  RETURN. 


Name  of 
County. 


fra 

•  rl 

£  0 

c3  <U 

©  M 

£g 

CO  ft 
& 

©  m3 

Ph*5 

oS  I 

<D  <3 
p  X 
PJ  a 

C3  +* 


© 

ft 


board’s  assessment. 
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York,  .  .  .  . 
Chester,  1876, 
Chester,  1877, 
Mercer,  a .  .  . 
Bucks,  .  .  .  . 
Cambria,  .  . 
^Schuylkill,  . 
^  Monroe,  .  .  . 
1  Clearfield,  .  . 

Huntingdon, 

_  Luzerne,  .  .  . 


12,024,249 

4,693,665 

4,693,665 

285,935 

2,795,554 

481,073 

839,442 

19,260 

17,600 

310,408 

859,219 


1245,513 

237,297 

237,297 

98,860 

91,560 

6,635 

83,738 

7,465 

38,380 

29,787 

33,919 


$271 
1,212 
1,212 
532 
356? 
1001 
548 
56 1 

191* 
229 j5 
547 


$3,400,000 

7,200,000 

7,200,000 

1,150,000 

3,200,000 

600,000 

(><2,750,000 

400,000 

600,000 

600,000 

5,540,000 


$246,000 

256,000 

250,000 

40,000 

100,000 

18,000 

86,000 

8,000 

20,000 

30,000 

200,000 


$352 

1,150 

1,150 

532 

360 

150 

700 

411 

190 

210 

1,000 


The  increase  in  assessments,  as  above  set  forth,  was  in 
each  case  for  the  years  1875,  1876,  and  1877. 

R.  W.  MACKEY. 
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Sworn  and  subscribed  before  me,  this  eighth  day  of  Oc¬ 
tober,  1878. 

[seal.]  Edw.  D.  McLoughlix, 

Notary  Public. 

M.  S.  Quay,  being  duly  sworn  according  to  law,  deposes 

and  savs : 

•/ 

I  Avas  formerly  Secretary  of  the  Commonwealth,  and  was 
a  member  of  the  Board  of  Revenue  Commissioners  in  making 
the  triennial  assessment,  in  the  year  1875,  for  the  years  1875, 
1876,  and  1877.  We  (the  Board)  increased  a  number  of 
counties.  We  made  the  increase  in  the  returns,  because  Ave 
considered  from  comparison  betAA^een  the  different  counties, 
and  in  some  cases  by  the  examination  of  the  commissioners, 
that  the  amount  of  increase  Avas  justly  due  to  the  State  for 
personal  property  liable  to  State  tax.  held  in  the  several 
counties,  which  had  not  been  returned  by  the  County  Com- 
missioners  to  the  Board  of  Revenue  Commissioners.  The 
increase  was  made  in  each  case  by  adding  to  the  aggregate 
return  made  by  the  commissioners,  such  amount  as  Ave  de- 
cided  from  our  best  judgment  to  be  the  amount  of  taxable 
personal  property  in  the  respective  counties,  in  excess  of  the 
amount  returned  to  the  Board  bAT  their  commissioners.  We 
had  no  eAudence  before  the  Board  in  the  case  of  any  county, 
going  to  sIioav  aaTlo  Avere  the  owners  of  the  particular  sub¬ 
jects  of  taxation  so  added.  We  charged  the  tax  upon  the 
entire  amount  to  the  several  counties. 

M.  S.  QUAY. 

B.  M.  N  ead  being  produced,  SAvorn,  and  examined  on 
the  part  of  the  petitioners,  deposeth  as  folloAvs  : 

I  am  county  clerk  in  the  Auditor  General*  s  office.  Early 
«/  «/ 

in  the  year  1877,  petitions  Avere  presented  by  the  follovring 
counties :  York,  Chester,  Mercer,  Bucks,  Cambria,  Schuyl¬ 
kill,  Monroe,  Clearfield,  Huntingdon,  and  Luzerne.  These 
petitions  set  forth  that  the  returns  of  those  counties  had 
been  increased  by  the  Revenue  Board,  in  the  manner  and 
to  the  extent  set  forth  in  the  schedule  contained  in  the  tes¬ 
timony  herein  of  ex-State  Treasurer  Mackey.  These  peti¬ 
tioners  asked  for  re-settlements  for  tax  on  personal  prop- 
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erty  for  1875  and  1876,  and  claimed  credits  on  their  current 
accounts  for  the  amount  of  tax  paid  in  each  case  upon  the 
increase  made  by  the  Revenue  Board,  for  the  years  1875 
and  1876.  The  accounts  of  taxes  for  1877  against  these 
counties  were  not  settled  until  January  1,  1878. 

Cross-examined : 

I  have  charge  of  the  settlement  of  the  accounts  against 
counties.  The  accounts  against  commissioners  in  the  sev¬ 
eral  counties  for  State  personal  tax  are  settled  annually 
upon  the  duplicate  returned  to  the  Auditor  General,  by  the 
Board  of  Revenue  Commissioners,  and  the  settlements  are 
approved  by  the  Auditor  General  and  State  Treasurer.  The 
settlements  for  the  State  personal  tax  against  the  counties 
named  for  the  years  1875  and  1876,  had  been  made  for  1875 
after  Januarv  1,  1876.  These  settlements  were  for  the  tax 
for  the  year  1875.  The  settlements  for  the  year  1876,  were 
made  after  January  1,  1877.  These  settlements  were  for 
the  tax  for  the  year  1876.  No  application  for  credit  set¬ 
tlement  was  made  on  appeal  taken  from  the  settlement 
for  the  tax  of  1875  until  the  year  1877.  And  no  applica¬ 
tion  for  credit  settlement  was  made  or  appeal  taken  from 
the  settlement  for  the  tax  of  1876  until  1877. 

Re-direct :  Early  in  1877,  Chester  and  Luzerne  counties 
appealed  from  the  settlements  made  in  that  year,  for  the 
taxes  of  1876,  and  those  appeals  were  certified  by  the  Au¬ 
ditor  General  to  the  court  of  common  pleas  of  Dauphin 
county.  And  further  saith  not. 

B.  M.  NEAD. 


Statement  of  amount  paid  by  tlie  fottoioing  counties  for 
tax  on  personat  property  for  the  years  named . 


Counties. 

1875. 

1876. 

1877, 

York, . . . 

Chester, . 

$23,747  63 

$23,747  63 

$16,418  63 

Mercer, . 

4,085  81 

4,121  28 

4,121  28 

Bucks,  . 

10,307  88 

10,307  88 

10,307  88 

Cambria . . 

2,003  27 

1,677  00 
9,226  31 

2,311  50 

Schuylkill,  . 

9,527  08 

1,493  80 

Monroe, . . . 

Clearfield, . 

1,233  66 
2,059  70 

2,059  70 

2,059  70 

Huntingdon, . 

2,172  56 

2,372  56 

2,172  56 

Luzerne, . 

18,480  83 

18,480  83 

18,480  83 

IN  THE  MATTER  OF  THE  APPEALS  OF 


Blair  County , 

Ab.  55,  November  Ter 

in,  2878, 

Carbon  County ,  .  .  . 

1 Vo.  56 , 

do. 

do. 

Chester  County ,  .  . 

Ab.  57, 

do. 

do. 

Clearfield  County ,  .  . 

JVo.  58, 

do. 

do. 

Fayette  County ,  .  . 

JVo.  59, 

do. 

do. 

Huntingdon  County ,  . 

Ao.  89, 

do. 

do. 

Juniata  County , 

Ab.  61 , 

do. 

do. 

Luzerne  County , 

Ab.  82, 

do. 

do. 

Lycoming  County ,  . 

Ab.  88, 

do. 

do. 

Monroe  County ,  .  . 

Ab.  8^, 

do. 

do. 

Schuylkill  County ,  .  . 

Ab.  85, 

do. 

do. 

Susquehanna  County ,  . 

Ab.  88, 

do. 

do. 

Union  County ,  .  . 

Ab.  87, 

do. 

do. 

Washington  County ,  . 

Ab.  88, 

do. 

do. 

County ,  .  .  . 

Ab.  89, 

do. 

do. 

Depositions  in  the  above  cases  taken  at  Harrisburg, 
October  18,  1878,  before  William  Pearson,  Esq., 

Commissioner. 

John  B.  Linn  being  produced,  sworn,  and  examined  on 

the  part  of  the  petitioners,  deposeth  as  follows  : 

Have  been  Secretary  of  the  Commonwealth  and  a  mem- 

«/ 

mer  of  the  Board  of  Revenue  Commissioners  since  May  15, 
1878.  The  other  member  is  the  Auditor  General.  The 
Board  met  shortly  after  my  appointment.  In  Lycoming 
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county,  in  1878,  being  the  triennial  year,  the  Connty  Com¬ 
missioners  made  return  to  the  Board  of  Revenue  Commis¬ 
sioners,  as  follows  :  Aggregate  value  of  all  descriptions  of 
property  whatever,  taxable  at  the  rate  of  three  mills  on  the 
dollar,  sum  total,  $203,999  00.  The  Board  of  Revenue  Com¬ 
missioners,  in  Jnly,  1878,  increased  this  item  to  the  aggre¬ 
gate  of  $950,000  00.  I  have  no  recollection  of  results  in 
particular  counties,  except  as  shown  by  the  record. 

Q.  (By  Mr.  Newlin.)  What  evidence,  if  any,  was  pro¬ 
duced  before  your  Board  as  a  basis  for  making  this  increase 
in  the  return ? 

A  general  objection  is  here  made  by  the  Commonwealth 
to  the  reception  of  any  oral  testimony  upon  the  subject  of 
the  action  of  the  Board  of  Revenue  Commissioners,  on  the 
ground  that  the  only  evidence  of  their  official  action  is  their 
official  records,  and  the  testimony  of  any  individual  mem¬ 
bers  of  the  board  is  therefore  not  admissible.  (The  coun¬ 
sel  for  petitioners  reply  that  they  will  supplement  this  tes¬ 
timony  by  producing  this  record.) 

There  was  no  oral  testimony  taken  before  the  Board  in 
any  of  the  cases  at  either  of  the  sessions.  The  increase 
was  not  based  in  the  case  of  any  county  upon  oral  testi¬ 
mony.  In  all  the  cases  in  which  the  counties  made  returns, 
they  (the  returns)  were  before  the  Board  and  examined. 
I  had  the  old  assessment  made  by  the  former  Board.  It 
was  made  earlier  in  1878,  from  which  I  read.  Mr.  Noyes 
had  the  returns.  Mr.  Schell  had  the  census  returns  of  1870, 
and  other  statistical  information  from  the  report  of  the 
Secretary  of  Internal  Affairs.  As  the  counties  were  read 
over  alphabetically,  we  took  up  each  county,  examined  its 
return,  where  there  was  one,  compared  it  with  the  returns  of 
other  counties,  approximating  in  population  and  resources, 
and  made  our  valuation  accordingly.  In  the  case  of  Lycom¬ 
ing  county,  my  judgment  was  governed  by  my  own  knowl¬ 
edge  of  its  resources  and  that  of  State  Treasurer  Noyes. 
As  to  Union  county,  I  depended  on  my  own  knowledge, 
having  been  for  fifteen  years  counsel  for  the  commissioners 
of  that  county,  and  having  assisted  in  making  up  and 
tabulating  all  the  returns  made  by  that  county  to  the  Rev- 
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enue  Boards  during  those  years.  The  increased  taxation, 
as  made,  was  based  upon  the  action  of  the  present  Board, 
not  of  the  old  one.  In  increasing  the  aggregate  of  per¬ 
sonal  property  taxable  at  the  rate  of  three  mills  on  the 
dollar. 

Q.  Upon  what  subject  matter  was  the  increase  made  ? 

A.  We  simply  increased  the  aggregate  by  adding  such 
sum  as,  in  our  judgment,  would  be  the  proper  representa¬ 
tive  of  the  amount  subject  to  taxation.  I  mean  the  amount 
of  taxable  personal  property  in  each  county  in  excess  of 
the  county  return.  There  was  no  attempt  on  the  part  of 
the  Board  to  distribute  the  amount  of  the  increase  among 
the  townships,  boroughs,  or  cities  of  the  several  counties. 
We  made  no  calculation  in  any  particular  county  of  the 
different  subjects  of  taxation.  We  simply  estimated  what 
we  supposed  there  ought  to  be. 

Q.  Was  there  any  evidence  whatever  before  your  Board 
in  the  case  of  any  county  whose  return  was  increased,  going 
to  show  the  actual  existence  of  any  particular  personal 
property  taxable  and  not  included  in  the  county  return,  as 
made  by  the  commissioners  % 

A.  There  was  none. 

Q.  Was  this  increase  predicated  upon  ascertained  own¬ 
ership  or  specific  values  of  the  whole  or  any  part  of  the 
increase  made  by  the  Board  in  any  case  \ 

A.  It  was  not.  Take,  for  instance,  an  increase  made  by 
the  Board  in  moneys  at  interest,  assessed  and  returned  by 
the  County  Commissioners,  whereon  the  State  Treasurer, 
by  direction  of  the  Revenue  Board,  issued  a  precept  in 
July,  1878,  to  the  commissioners  of  the  respective  county, 
commanding  them  to  assess  and  collect  the  State  tax  upon 
such  increased  aggregate. 

Q.  In  what  manner  Avas  it  proposed  that  the  County  Com¬ 
missioners  should  assess  and  collect  State  tax  upon  the 
amount  of  the  increase  % 

A.  Have  no  recollection  the  Board  held  anv  consultation 

4/ 

on  that  subject. 

Q.  Prior  to  increasing  the  return  of  any  county,  A\rere  its 
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commissioners  notified  that  the  Board  considered  their  re¬ 
turn  of  taxable  personal  property  as  incomplete  ? 

A.  I  do  not  know  the  fact.  There  was  none  to  my  knowl¬ 
edge.  And  further  saith  not. 

JOHN  BLAIR  LINN. 

William  P.  Schell  being  produced,  sworn,  and  exam-  7 
ined  on  the  part  of  the  petitioners,  deposeth  as  follows  : 

I  have  heard  the  deposition  of  the  Secretary  of  the  Com¬ 
monwealth,  John  B.  Linn,  read,  and  that  it  correctly  repre¬ 
sents  the  preceedings  of  the  Board  of  Revenue  Commis¬ 
sioners.  After  the  Board  had  fixed  the  amount  of  increase 
to  be  paid  by  each  county,  we  discovered  that  the  aggre¬ 
gate  amount  of  the  entire  tax  was  in  excess  of  the  amount 
fixed  by  the  act  of  1878,  viz  :  $500,000.  We  therefore  made 
a  general  reduction  of  five  per  cent,  on  the  total  amount  to 
be  paid  by  each  county,  and  the  certificates  issued  to  the 
County  Commissioners  were  for  the  amount  so  fixed. 

Cross-examined  by  the  Commonwealth  : 

The  Board  of  Revenue  Commissioners  were  duly  organ¬ 
ized  and  sworn  before  they  proceeded  to  transact  their 
business. 

Q.  State  whether,  after  having  been  duly  organized,  they 
proceeded  to  ascertain  and  determine  the  fair  and  just  value 
of  the  property  of  the  cities  and  counties  of  this  Common¬ 
wealth,  made  taxable  by  law,  adjusting  and  equalizing  the 
same  so  far  as  was  possible,  so  as  to  make  all  taxes  bear  as 
equally  as  practicable  upon  all  the  property  of  the  Com¬ 
monwealth  made  taxable  for  State  purposes,  in  proportion 
to  its  actual  value  % 

A.  Yes.  In  accordance  with  the  best  of  our  judgment, 
and  the  information  we  had,  we  made  a  fair  and  equal  ad¬ 
justment  of  the  taxable  property,  and  an  allotment  of  an 
equitable  quota  of  the  State  tax  to  each  city  and  county, 
according  to  the  amount  and  value  of  its  taxable  property 
as  far  as  practicable,  except  the  value  of  such  items  and 
articles  of  taxation  as  are  liable  to  a  specific  tax,  to  wit : 
pleasure  carriages  and  watches,  the  Board  deeming  that  the 
amount  returned  for  taxation  by  the  commissioners  of  the 
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several  cities  and  counties  were  just  and  proper,  and  were 
therefore  adopted  as  a  basis  of  taxation  without  any  in¬ 
crease,  and  that  when  the  several  amounts  were  so  ascer¬ 
tained,  a  statement  of  the  same  was  made,  assigning  to  each 
citv  and  countv  the  quantity  and  value  of  taxable  property 
therein,  and  the  quota  of  tax  to  be  raised  therefrom.  And 
further  saith  not. 

W.  P.  SCHELL. 


Name  of 
County. 

COUNTY 

RETURN. 

ASSESSMENT  OF  REVENUE  BOARD. 

Aggregate  of  all  descrip¬ 
tions  of  property  sub¬ 
ject  to  a  tax  of  three 
mills  on  the  dollar. 

Value  of  all  pleasure 
carriages  subject  to 
tax  of  one  per  cent. 

Aggregate  of  all  descrip¬ 
tions  of  property  sub¬ 
ject  to  tax  of  three 
mills  on  the  dollar. 

Value  of  all  pleasure 
carriages  subject  to 
tax  of  one  per  cent. 

Increased  taxation. 

Blair, . 

$103,045 

$620,044 

$1,551  00 

Carbon . 

24,005 

627,000 

1,808  98 

Chester,  .... 

4,688,642 

5,890,000 

3,604  07 

Clearfield,  .  .  . 

12,650 

434,150 

1,264  50 

Fayette,  .... 

786,901 

1,165,650 

1,137  44 

Huntingdon,  .  . 

245,691 

481,650 

707  88 

Juniata,  .... 

30,421 

327,750 

891  98 

Lycoming,  .  .  . 

203,999 

950,000 

2,238  00 

Luzerne,  .... 

216,241 

4,745,250 

13,587  00 

Monroe,  .... 

12,825 

310,650 

•  •  .  •  •  • 

893  47 

Schuylkill,  .  . 

119,739 

2,327,500 

6,623  28 

Susquehanna,  . 

56,010 

598,500 

1,627  47 

Union, . 

135,650 

364,800 

687  50 

Washington,  .  . 

487,877 

1,409,800 

2,765  77 

York, . 

2,118,633 

. 

2,907,000 

2,635  10 

Edward  Herrick  being  produced,  sworn,  and  exam¬ 
ined  on  the  part  of  the  petitioners,  deposeth  as  follows  : 

I  have  heard  the  deposition  of  Secretary  Linn  read.  It 
is  a  correct  statement  of  the  manner  the  increase  was  made 
by  the  Revenue  Board.  (Schedule  marked  Exhibit  A,  hereto 
appended,  shown  witness.)  Hoes  this  schedule  give  a  cor¬ 
rect  statement  of  the  county  returns,  made  by  the  counties 

C /  «/ 

named  therein,  and  of  the  increase  made  in  each  case  by 
the  Board  of  Revenue  Commissioners  !  It  does.  The  last 
column  shows  the  amount  charged  to  each  county  of  State 
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tax,  upon  the  increase  made  by  the  Revenue  Board.  There 
was  not,  to  my  knowledge,  any  notice  sent  to  the  county 
commissioners  of  any  county  of  any  objections  to  their  re¬ 
turn.  The  assessments  made  by  the  Revenue  Board  in  1878 
were  cer tided  according  to  law  to  the  Auditor  .General  and 
State  Treasurer.  Thereupon  the  State  Treasurer  issued  a 
precept  to  the  County  Commissioners,  requiring  them  to  col¬ 
lect  State  tax  upon  the  assessment  made  by  the  Revenue 
Board.  Appeals  for  a  re-hearing  before  the  Revenue  Board 
were  made  inter  alia  by  the  following  counties  :  Blair,  July 
30,  1878  ;  Carbon,  August  22,  1878  ;  Chester,  July  31,  1878 ; 
Clearfield,  July  30,  1878;  Fayette,  August  10,  1878;  Hun¬ 
tingdon,  August  11,  1878  ;  Juniata,  August  11,  1878  ;  Ly¬ 
coming,  August  11,  1878 ;  Luzerne,  July  30,  1878  ;  Monroe, 
Schuylkill,  July  30,  1878  ;  Susquehanna,  Au¬ 
gust  17,  1878  ;  Union,  August  13,  1878  ;  Washington,  Au¬ 
gust  14,  1878  ;  York,  August  14,  1878.  The  Board  granted 
a  re-hearing  and  rejected  the  appeals. 

And  further  saitli  not. 

EDWARD  HERRICK. 

I  hereby  certify  that  the  above  and  foregoing  depositions 
were  taken  before  me  this  18tli  day  of  October,  1878,  under 
the  rules  therein. 

WILLIAM  PEARSON,  [seal.] 

Commissioner . 
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Statement  showing  amount  paid  in  1878 ,  by  each  of  the 
following  counties,  for  taxes  on  personal  property : 


Blair,  .  . 

Carbon, .  . 

Chester, 

Clearfield,  . 

Fayette, 

Huntingdon, 

Juniata, 

Luzerne, 

Lycoming, 

Monroe, 

Schuylkill, 

Susquehanna, 

Union,  .  . 

Washington, 

York,  .  . 


Total  amount 
paid  by  counties. 

.  $2,256  22 
.  1,826  93 

.  17,292  50 


1,784  81 
2,780  82 


4,901  53 
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IN  THE  MATTER  OF  THE  APPEALS  OF 


Blair  County ,  .  .  . 

jVo.  55,  November  Term , 

1878. 

Carbon  County ,  .  .  . 

.Vo.  56, 

do. 

do. 

Chester  County ,  .  . 

_ZVo.  57, 

do. 

do. 

Clearfield  County ,  .  . 

No. -58, 

do. 

do. 

Fayette  County ,  .  . 

No.  59 , 

do. 

do. 

Huntingdon  County ,  . 

iVo.  60, 

do. 

do. 

Juniata  County , 

Wo.  62, 

do. 

do. 

Luzerne  County , 

Wo.  62, 

do. 

do. 

Lycoming  County ,  . 

Wo.  63, 

do. 

do. 

Monroe  County , 

Wo.  62, 

do. 

do. 

Schuylkill  County ,  .  . 

Wo.  65, 

do. 

do. 

Susquehanna  County ,  . 

Wo.  66, 

do. 

do. 

Union  County ,  . 

Wo.  67, 

do. 

do. 

Washington  County ,  . 

Wo.  68, 

do. 

do. 

lorA*  County ,  .  .  . 

Wo.  66, 

do. 

do. 

Depositions  in  the  above  cases  taken  at  Harrisburg, 
October  18,  1878,  before  William  Pearson,  Esq., 

Commissioner. 


JAMES  W.  M.  NEWLIN,  ) 

Attorney  a  for  Petitioners. 

WILLIAM  H.  ARMSTRONG,) 


